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So... I'm going to start with a very quick recap of part one, which is 
currently complete. This first part, this thing done, I wish with all my 
heart that some of you speak, in particular on the serious doubts, on 
the doubts that I expressed, the severe self-criticism that I made last 
week . And then I'll have to go to the secretariat for U.V.1 stories. And 
finally, we'll tackle, so all that should be done fairly quickly, we'll 
tackle the second part of our work. Did you hear or not? 


Student: Very good! 


Alright, how are you? Well... There you go. I was saying, for me... in 
any case it is necessary for me — 


even if it's not for you - it's really necessary to mark the points where 
[1:00] we are. 


I was saying, we have completed a first part, and this first part, we 
could give it a title to fix things... it was centered on something like: 
Three theses, three theses of Bergson on the movement, three theses 
bergsoniennes on the movement. 


And after all, ideally, I obviously wouldn't be the one giving lessons - 
but ideally, if I had to give a title to all of what we're doing this year, 
it would have to be called something like: Bergsonian Lessons on 
Cinema. 


So, these three theses of Bergson on movement, I would like to 
recapitulate them by marking, on the one hand, at the level of each, 
[2:00] the content of the thesis but also — but also, since all that is 
linked to 'following the rules we had given ourselves — but also the 
problem that ensues for us, for us with regard to a vague reflection on 
cinema and philosophy. 


So, I start very orderly... then the order is... but each time I have such 


a desire for order at the beginning, and then this desire... I don't know 
what becomes of this desire... 


There you have it, first thesis... Bergson's first thesis is the best known, 
it's the one that everyone knows a little about. If I put it, I would say: 
motionless cuts do not give us movement, [Pause] they only allow us 
[3:00] to reproduce it or to perceive it in artificial conditions which 
are those of cinema. At the level of this thesis, a Bergsonian critique of 
cinema and of the very principle of cinema as regards movement. 


So motionless cuts do not give us movement, they only allow us to 
perceive it or reproduce it, that is to say to reproduce it in perfectly 
artificial, completely artificial conditions, which are those of the 
cinema. 


What is the problem for us at the level of this thesis which is Bergson's 
best known? Namely the impossibility of really reconstituting the 
movement by motionless cuts. The problem for us, I'll sum it up, we've 
seen it, so I'm not going back on these points, I'm giving results... The 
problem for us is that, [4:00] obviously, and I'm not saying it's against 
Bergson... there, we're speaking on our behalf. And I say, all that is 
quite possible, no objection, no objections at all, nothing to say, but 
all that is quite possible. That doesn't prevent us from being able to 
conclude... and I'm not saying that Bergson does, he leaves us in a 
vacuum in this respect, he can't do everything. One cannot conclude 
from the artificiality of the condition to the artificiality of the 
conditioned. It is not legitimate, it is not because the conditions of 
production are artificial that the production or the product is itself 
artificial. 


I cannot logically conclude from one to the other. So that, one could 
say: But okay! The conditions for the reproduction of movement by 

the cinema are completely artificial. This does not mean [5:00] that 
the cinematic perception of movement is artificial... not at all... not 
necessarily. 


Even more, my question is this: By virtue of these artificial conditions 
of the production of movement, is it that by virtue of these artificial 
conditions the cinema, on the contrary, is not in a position to release a 
pure perception of movement or what amounts to the same, I will 
justify myself later, a perception of pure movement? 


Indeed, perception of pure movement or pure perception of movement 
which would not be given to us in natural perception. For what ? 
Because natural perception basically involves an impure perception of 


movement, i.e. a mixed perception. 


I would say that this first problem for us, corresponding to the first 
Bergsonian thesis, 


[6:00] is the problem of motion perception in cinema. How does the 
perception of movement in cinema differ in kind from so-called 
natural perception? So. 


First thesis and first problem. 


Second Bergsonian thesis: it would be this one, we could state it like 
this... it takes the first into account, it is linked to the first. It would 
consist in telling us: are there still two ways of reproducing 
movement? There are two ways to reproduce the movement. 


The first thesis did not distinguish them... Second thesis: are there still 
two ways of reproducing movement with motionless cuts? [ Break] 
[7:00] 


First way: it is reproduced according to privileged moments, that is to 
say according to forms in the process of incarnating, according to 
forms captured in the movement of their incarnation, of their 
actualization. So the first way to reproduce the movement is the case 
of the cuts which refer to privileged moments, that is to say to forms 
in the process of being actualized. 


Second way of reproducing the movement: it is reproduced with 
snapshots, that is to say non-privileged instants, arbitrary instants, 
[8:00] arbitrary instants which are defined how... by their 
equidistance. I'm not going back over all that, I'm summarizing, I'm 
summarizing what I need for what's next. 


Bergson tells us that the first way, the first reproduction of movement 
is proper to science and ancient metaphysics. And that science and 
ancient metaphysics derive the idea that time is second to eternity. 


The second way, on the contrary, defines modern science, [Pause] and 
it calls, [9:00] much more, it could have and it should have given rise 
to a new metaphysics... it could and it should have given rise to a new 
metaphysics. The one that Bergson claims to do. You see then that it is 
very, very ambiguous the situation... ambiguous being a compliment 
here. 


It is true that at the level of the first thesis, there is a Bergsonian 
critique of cinema. And it's true...it's true...and he doesn't go back on 


that. But at the level of the second thesis which represents a deeper 
level, it is infinitely more complex, because the cinematographic 
production of the movement being done, not according to privileged 
instants, but according to any instants... it is i.e. from a mechanism of 
images, equidistant cuts, there is a release of time, time is taken as an 
independent variable 


[10:00] - which is the fundamental fact of modern science. And at that 
moment, there is every chance of a new metaphysics. 


I extract the problem, for us, from this second thesis. It's that... I tried 
to show it, cinema can only be defined as the reproduction of 
movement in a second way. And this is the real break, the real novelty 
of cinema. As long as you can have projection devices, as long as these 
projection devices are based on the first mode of reproduction of 
movement - that is to say according to privileged instants and not just 
any equidistant instants - you have everything you want, you have 
nothing even that you could call a presentiment of the cinema. There 
may be things that look like it, yes, but look so grossly like it. 


It is the second way [11:00] reproduction that exclusively defines 
cinema. The problem for us is that at this point, we have to take the 
Bergsonian hypothesis literally. 


Not only does the cinema - at this time - not call for a new 
metaphysics, but in a certain way, does it not present itself in the most 
innocent way as this new metaphysics? 


So much so that we shouldn't even talk about... and once again, it's 
not the mediocrity of the current production that is an objection, that's 
not my question. Metaphysics can be good metaphysics and it can be 
very bad metaphysics. But good or bad, is there not, indissolubly 
linked to the cinema, the idea that the cinema is indeed something of 
the order of a new metaphysics, that is to say the metaphysics of man 


[12:00] modern, in opposition, in difference, with ancient 
metaphysics? So once again that we must not say cinema is 
metaphysical. One would have to say: cinema as metaphysics, but in 
what form and what kind of metaphysics... 


I think it was L'Herbier2 who proposed a word like that, he proposed a 
word: 


"cinemetagraph" instead of cinematograph. He said at one point - I 
think, we should check, but I think it stuck in my head... he was 
talking about the "cinemetagraph". Didn't he mean something like 


that? Cinema as modern metaphysics, which corresponds to what? 
Which corresponds to this discovery of modern science, the 
mechanical reproduction of movement. Mechanical reproduction of 
movement, that is to say reproduction of movement according to 
[13:00] any instants, according to equidistant instants and no longer 
as before, according to the forms in the process of incarnating, c that 
is to say according to privileged moments. 


This second problem, I would say, is the problem of thought in 
relation to cinema, whereas the first problem was the problem of 
perception in relation to cinema. 


Third Bergsonian thesis on movement. There, it is still a more complex 
level, and it consists in telling us: If it is true that instants are 
immobile cuts of movement, movement in space is [14:00] a cut 
mobile of duration, [Pause] that is to say... Ino longer have to justify 
these equivalences since we have spent hours there... that is to say, 
express a change in a Whole. If instants are immobile cuts of 
movement, movement in space, for its part, is a mobile cut of 
duration, that is to say expresses a change in a Whole. 


What is the corresponding problem for us? In the attempt we have 
made to forge or support the concept of temporal perspective, in 
contrast to spatial perspective, and to consider temporal perspective as 
specific to the cinema-image. [ Break] 


[15:00] It came out of it -- and I care about that because it's one of our 
achievements, which we can always question, but which we had 
completed the last time — it is came out with an analysis of the cinema 
image distinguishing... or movement-image for the moment... 
distinguishing three levels, three levels or three aspects of this image. 


First aspect: The instantaneous objects presented by the image. What 
Pasolini calls the 


“cinemes”3, by which we have defined the cinematographic concept 
of framing. 


Second aspect: The relative movement between these objects, [Pause] 
[16:00] the relative and complex movement between these objects, by 
which we have defined the plane, the temporal plane. 


Third aspect: The Whole - that is, the Idea to which movement relates 
objects, since movement expresses a change in a Whole. The ideal 
Whole, to which the relative movement relates the set of objects. 
Which allowed us to define at least one aspect [17:00] 


of the third major cinematographic concept, namely editing: how the 
shot, that is to say, how the relative movement between framed 
objects, will relate these objects to a Whole. 


And we distinguished types of editing: dialectical editing, quantitative 
editing, intensive editing, according to the way in which the 
movement in space could express a change in the Whole. 


These three aspects of the cinema image: the objects, the movement 
between the objects, the Whole to which the movement relates the 
objects. These three aspects of the image were perpetually in 


traffic with each other. Indeed, the duration of the Whole [18:00] was 
subdivided into sub-duration corresponding to the objects, just as the 
objects were united in the Whole through the intermediary of the 
movement, through the intermediary of the temporal plane, it is that 
is to say, movement, relative movement. 


So that I would say to finish this point, yes, there is like a 
cinematographic syllogism, with these three terms. The middle term 
being effectively like the plane, that is to say the relative movement - 
the temporal perspective or the mobile section - the relative 
movement which relates the objects to the All and which divides the 
All in accordance with the objects. So there, through the middle term, 
the relative movement, a whole kind of rich communication takes 
place. 


Here we are... what's going on? I can say that we tried to define -- 


[19:00] and it took us all this time -- we tried to define what we called 
the movement-image or the cinema-image. Define, define... In the 
end, yes. And take the opportunity to define cinema concepts related 
to the moving image. 


And that's all. I mean, we're so far from being done with the 
movement-image that... What does it consist of? What is it made of? 
How does it operate? We have, very roughly, a definition for the 
moment of the movement-image but nothing more, nothing else. 


I point out that all the texts on which I relied from Bergson, [20:00] 
from the Bergsonian part of our first analyses...in fact, were they 
about what? Above all, Creative Evolution, chapters I and IV.4 
Incidentally, I have not quoted it... but you will find all sorts of texts 
confirming these themes of Creative Evolution... Thought and 
movement.5 And incidentally too ... of the texts of the previous book 
Creative Evolution, namely Matter and Memoryé. In the last chapter 


of Matter and Memory, and in the conclusions of Matter and Memory. 


You notice that I haven't even tackled yet what I had announced as a 
subject of our work this year... namely, I haven't tackled Matter and 
Memory head-on. 


And indeed if -- to close, to sum up this [21:00] recapitulation -- if 
now we find ourselves before the task, well, even if we keep all the 
previous definitions concerning the movement-image, now what needs 
to be done is an analysis of the motion-image. As a result, we have a 
direct approach with Matter and Memory. So that Matter and Memory 
may well be before Creative Evolution, it may very well be that 
certain directions of Matter and Memory - which will not be taken up 
afterwards - go further than the later books, than Creative Evolution. 


If I try to summarize the entire thesis of Matter and Memory, indeed 
there is something there which, for the future... since we have 
finished a first part I therefore launch the second part of our work... 
which for the future is going to be very, very important [22:00] for us. 
And there, I would almost like to proceed even with abrupt formulas, 
you cannot fill them in yet, except for those who already know 
Bergson, you cannot fill them in. But you have to keep them like little 
beacons, like little lights there, it will take shape later. 


If I really try to sum up the whole of Matter and Memory, I would say 
here it is, imagine a book that tells us this... it's a story. There are two 
kinds of images. We call some "movement-images" and we call the 
others "memory-images". These are therefore two kinds of images. 
[Pause] From a certain point of view, [23:00] these two kinds of 
images differ in kind. From another point of view, we pass from one 
species to another by imperceptible degrees. 


It's curious... obviously it would have to seem very, very interesting to 
you because it's not such a common thing. Before there was... you 
know... I'm bringing this in now, but it's for specific reasons. So, we 
learn all of a sudden... nothing lets us foresee it yet... So, we learn all 
of a sudden that the movement-image, that we have already spent 
long hours trying to define, it is only a kind of image. 


How then are the two kinds of images distinguished? If I really stick to 
big signals, well! 


Suppose that the motion-images are in some way 'pellicular'. They are 
surfaces, [24:00] they are indeed planes, very special planes since 
they are temporal planes. We've seen it, that's acquired, we find our 


bearings a bit... but that doesn't prevent them from being surfaces. 


The other images are the volume-images. What is interesting is not so 
much the word 


"memory", although we will see how interesting this can be, since it is 
directly connected to the question of Time. The temporal perspectives 
already connected us to this question of Time. The memory-images, 
they would be voluminous, whereas the movement-images are 
superficial... without value judgment, because the superficial is as 
beautiful as the voluminous. 


Well... what does that mean? This means that there are two kinds of 
images... so we haven't finished... it's to announce this new story to 
you, we're far from finished because we're already wading through the 
first kind of image and we already learn that there will be another one 
afterwards, and that no doubt, [25:00] the whole solution... if there is 
a solution... it will come from the relationship between the two 
species . But for the moment, we must already have a presentiment. 


Oh well... we have clearly shown that there is a presence of moving 
images in cinema. Much more has come to us the suspicion, is it not 
cinema that invents movement-images? Is it not through him, in him, 
that the movement-image is unleashed or that the image discovers 
itself as a movement-image? But then we can always continue in our 
confused presentiments... Oh, my! Wouldn't there also be another type 
of image in the cinema? Wouldn't there be volume-images? 


So, we leave aside the preface to Matter and Memory since the 
prefaces in philosophy books are always very difficult -- and it's true 
that the preface is something in philosophy in any case that you have 
to read after and not before -- If we attack Matter and Memory by the 
first chapter, [26:00] I try to do the same for the first chapter, that is 
to 


say to summarize it in a very crude way, without us still being able to 
understand what that means. 


In the first chapter of Matter and Memory, I would say Bergson deals 
exclusively with the first type of image, the movement-image. Oh 
well, that suits us...it suits us since that's what we need, we're there. 
So, joy, we will start with the first chapter. [ Break] 


And if I try [27:00] to summarize the general thesis, Bergson tells us - 
and here it is indeed an analysis of the movement-image - we give 
ourselves once again, we have the right now to give ourselves , 


suppose the definition of the movement-image, since we spent three 
sessions there. That's something, three! 


If I try to summarize this analysis of the movement-image as it 
appears in the first chapter of Matter and Memory, it is extremely 
simple. And that already fixes fundamental points of terminology. 
Bergson suggests to us... he does not say these words exactly in this 
form but you will see, the thing is there... the whole first chapter 
deals with this: there are three species, three types of movement- 
images. It is well divided... the image is divided into two: the 
movement-image and the memory-image. We leave aside the memory- 
image half, we won't be able to tackle that for a long time. 


And the movement-image is divided into three. And these movement- 
images, Bergson calls them: some are perception-images, others are 
action-images, [28:00] others are affection-images. The movement- 
image would include three very distinct types of images... 


The movement-image eh? We only take care of her. The movement- 
image would include three types of very separate, very distinct 
images, even if they are also very linked: perception-images, action- 
images, affection-images. 


I ask you to just as well foresee the richness that such a distinction - if 
it turns out to be founded following an analysis that remains to be 
done - the echoes already that this has with the movement-image in 
the cinema. Isn't the movement-image in the cinema in fact closely 
intertwined according to a rhythm which is the rhythm of the cinema? 
Images that we could call perception-images, [29:00] images that we 
could call action-images, images that we could call affection-images. 
Well, it's possible... we'll see. 


We are there, so that rushes us into the second part of our work. If the 
first part was the theses on movement, from which came the definition 
of the movement-image, our second part will be the analysis of the 
movement-image and the species of movement-image. 


Depending on the three previous sessions and the beginning of this 
one, below it's up to you to say... as to where we are... If you have any 
comments to make, that is to say either things that help me, give your 
opinion on all this... [30:00] What time is it? 


Student: [inaudible] 


Deluze: Very well. [ Break] 


Student comment: [Almost inaudible; it is about the two conceptions 
of duration in Bergon and Proust and a text on it; he ends by saying:] 
precisely, I begin to understand why we can talk about cinema... 
[31:00] 


Deleuze: Yeah. 


Student: That's a remark. 


Another student: I have a question... 


Deleuze [he interrupts] Excuse me, he wanted to speak first... Yes? 


Georges Comtesse: I would like to ask a question about the last course, 
when you first tackled the question of the relationship of movement 
no longer with a form as in the classical philosophical tradition, 
Aristotle for example, a form that would inform a material which 
would be actualized in this form which supposes that either the 
concept of matter is an exterior matter - like for example the material 
of a sculptor - or an interior matter in the sense for example, [32:00] 
where there is progression towards a divine form in Aristotle... but 
another concept of matter which, in my opinion, you had almost never 
brought out until now and which is precisely linked to a fall since the 
movement at that moment falls into a matter which is obscure, which 
is cryptic, which is terrifying etc... a material which is swampy or 
suffocating and which one finds in German expressionist films. And 
then, at the same time, there is this fall of the movement into an 
intensity equal to zero which distributes the regime of the sensitive or 
insensitive soul... at the same time, there is another movement which 
you have sketched, which is the correlative movement of this fall: the 
movement of elevation towards the divine, therefore a dark matter 
[33:00] and the divine. 


So, the question that arises is when one thinks precisely of this 
relation of the fall and the elevation... do we not remain in a 
movement-image -- and what would rest the question of the moving 
image in the cinema -- in something which would not be quite a 
regime of death or a regime of life, but a regime which would in some 
way bridge the gap between the two and which would be as important 
as the two extremes, since it would be a regime where nothing would 


be completely in motion, except in relative motion, and where nothing 
would be completely or entirely stopped, in an absolute stop, which 
would be precisely the question of the relationship of the movement- 
image [34:00] with a regime of illness, in other words, a regime 
where precisely it would be defined as this kind of alternation, or 
oscillation, justification that you said, namely fall and elevation 
between the life or death, or life and life - organic life, divine life... 
Isn't there precisely, linked to the movement-image, this regime of 
illness? 


If it is precisely true - and there we can refer to many things or to 
many texts, when Blanchot questions the relationship of the work of 
art with illness - if it is true that the regime of illness , it is the 
impossibility of thinking, as Blanchot says -- the abyss, the foreign 
absolute, the unknown, the neutral or the outside in other words, that 
is to say the impossibility, [35:00 ] the regime of disease as a 
fundamental impossibility of thinking death as such -- that is, the 
impossibility of thinking an affirmation of life which would both 
neither deny nor affirm death but would think it, in other words , a 
sickness regime that would renew even --if we 


thought this regime -- the very concept which remains, in the 
discourse you held, a sickly concept, the very concept of cryptic, 
obscure, nocturnal matter, precisely insofar as, with such a concept of 
matter, one remains foreign to oneself, that is to say "sick" in the 
sense, for example, where Nietzsche in the Genealogy of Morality said: 
We necessarily remain - in so far as he defined this regime of illness - 
we necessarily remain [36: 00] strangers to ourselves, we can't help 
but take ourselves for something other than what we are, everyone is 
the furthest from themselves. 


In other words, in this regime of illness as, not even mediation, not 
even intermediary but “middle” between two movements, does not 
precisely the question arise of the relationship of this regime of illness 
with the movement-image? And a regimen of illness which would 
pose, even in another way, the problem that you tackled at the 
beginning concerning the question of movement in Bergson with 
Zeno's paradox, because you took Zeno's paradox from how Bergson 
perceived it... Now, Zeno's paradox is rather a challenge that Zeno 
precisely launched. 


It is not the question, for example, of: is there movement or do we 


find movement while walking? [37:00] Which is very easy... This is 
the question not of movement, but of stillness that Zeno was talking 
about. Not: will Achilles join the tortoise? And to use this little story 
or this little narrative of divisible space, because there everyone 
knows that it remains at the level of the narrative... not the question 
of joining something or not... Achilles joins the turtle, the arrow joins 
the target... It is the question of the impossibility of starting a 
movement, in other words the question of the absence of the 
movement... in other words the question of immobility, in other 
words the question of the sickness regime. 


A question, precisely, that the philosophers of the classical period 
sought to resolve: Plato, Aristotle, etc. And that only can be... can be... 
Nietzsche, precisely in Zarathustra, approached in another way, took 
up Zeno's challenge and [38:00] resting elsewhere, in another way, 
the regime of sickness... That is to say when Zarathustra - there is 
Zarathustra's leap towards the end of life - and Zarathustra's leap is a 
leaping movement but the movement stops, it stops, it freezes when 
Zarathustra “sees himself” in the cyclopean eye, in the terrifying eye 
of the end of life. And at that moment he is petrified, he enters this 
petrification which constantly insists in Nietzsche's text when he 
speaks of the icy night, of the eternal instant of petrification. And, at 
that moment, life itself, in the regime of illness in which Zarathustra 
finds himself, can pose the question to Zarathustra in the text, namely: 
"You do not love me, and by far, as much as you say it. »7 [39:00] 


Another student [the one who spoke before Comtesse]: So me... what 
surprised me the first time was the insistence on talking about the fall. 
I say to myself, it's not going well... Deleuze, he speaks of the fall, of 
death, of the swamp. Even Bergson spoke about it... And so... He 
forgets only one thing, and that I noted it down... He says, you have to 
know how to snatch literary beauties, literary or something else... 
even in the bosom of death, but these beauties do not intervene in 
death, and that is important. He always starts from the sickness 
regime, but he forgets the other side, which is also 


important... [ Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Well, good! I just want to say how I'm going to react to what 
Comtesse just said. [40:00] That's perfect, that would satisfy me 
deeply because it's the very type of extensions that I would like, that 
many of you are sure to do... He tells us about the personal extensions 


that had it all. On these personal extensions... 


so, I don't pretend to make the slightest objection at all, personal 
extensions, it's sacred by nature... I just pretend to say my point of 
view on, roughly, the theme that Comtesse has sketched out. 


Something interests me a lot because - if I followed correctly - he was 
telling us something like finally the movements are necessarily 
qualified movements - and not only qualified in the physical sense - 
they will be qualified movements in the metaphysical sense. 


Because he, and for reasons that I know well, which are his own 
philosophical interests... 


[41:00] he insists on, in what he has just said, on health-disease and 
how the expressionist movement cannot be grasped independently of 
a certain evaluation of the disease and even of a thoughtful 
relationship with the dead. 


I say yes, obviously he is right. Others might say about... it all 
depends on what he chooses as a movie, it's very fair, it goes very well 
with certain films. With others, it seems much more like a sort of vast 
settling of scores and a resumption of the problem of good and evil. 
The German expressionists in the cinema had a kind of way, of true 
innocence, to start from scratch the problem of good and evil. So 
really, so there, if we try to say how men of the cinema are naturally 
metaphysicians, it suffices to think of his ways of resting, for example 
Lang, and his problem of good and evil. [42:00] 


Good. Countess, he is sensitive to something that would be more 
Murnau (or many others still), which is a problem of illness, a health- 
illness problem. He is completely right. I make two points, just... 
always in my concern for order. Me, when I introduced - and you must 
always take this into account - when I introduced for example this 
theme of Expressionism the last time, it was as an example of editing 
among three kinds of editing. 


Already, some of you have wanted to have some interesting reactions. 
One of these reactions consists of telling me: Yes, okay, but ultimately 
the real editing and the real strength of editing, it is at the level of 
intensive editing, that is to say in the third type of editing. 


And the other edits are only really cinema when they capture 
something of the intensity. 


Well... but for me expressionist editing, I defined it only by this. 
Namely, given the question [43:00]: How can a relative movement in 
space express a change in a Whole? - which was our problem - the 
expressionist response will be: Movement in space, relative movement 
in space can relate and relate objects to a Whole. That is to say, to a 
change in the Whole... but under what condition? 


Under the condition that one releases an intensity of the movement. 


And it is from there that Comtesse moves on to the question of matter, 
the fall into matter, health and illness. I say he is completely right and 
that is the metaphysics of Expressionism. And that my question would 
be this: Is it good, as Comtesse says, at the level of the movement- 
image that already all of these problems - 


that I did not claim to ask... Is it good at the level of the movement- 
image [44:00] 


that all of these problems can already be posed? Or will it be 
necessary, in order to arrive at their full position, to already bring in 
the second nature of the image, the analysis of which I proposed to 
you to postpone until much later, namely the image-volume? 


To the point that metaphysics as cinema will not be played out simply 
at the level of the movement-image, but obviously in the relationship 
between volume and movement, and that it is only there that, for my 
part, I could reach themes like that of Comtesse... that is to say the 
question of thought, the question of illness, the question of all that. 
But on everything you say, everything suits me, everything seems 
perfect to me. 


For me, I could only get to where you are long enough, by virtue of 
this problem that I [45:00] care about... Are there really two types of 
images etc.? ? And how do we go from one to the other? And how 
would that be the All of cinema? But otherwise perfect, perfect... 


Comtesse: Insofar as filmmakers like Pasolini, Marguerite Duras or 


Godard have posed the question of cinema as a question of the 
absence of movement, Deleuze: Oh, that, that, we agree, at the limit... 


Countess: ...in the movement-image itself... 


Deleuze: Absolutely! But that, the absence of movement in the cinema, 
I think we are arming ourselves to fully understand... that won't cause 
us much difficulty. Even there, it would be a benign objection, which 
does not make it an objection that tells us: the absence of movement, 
what do you do with it? That's an easy question. 


Another student: [Inaudible] [46:00] ... Following the idea that was 
introduced this morning of the volume-image... I wonder if this is not 
also a premature question... 


Deleuze: Oh yes... yes, definitely! But we can throw a question like 
that that will make sense later... You're right, yes it was premature. I 
was saying something very, very simple. When, in fact, what is called 
an "ideal producer", I can easily imagine the possibility of someone 
who is, who says: Yes, I have the idea of a film... I don't do it. It's not 
for me to do! 


But the producer is someone who can have the idea for a film, and it's 
been a while [47:00] 


that I needed this example since it was a time when we were trying to 
say what an idea is in cinema. And having the idea of a film is 
possible. Hence the situation indeed in Hollywood, where producers 
could have ideas for films and on that take... process 


the directors like a kind of servant: "Come on, you're going to do that! 
Come on, do it! And then if he didn't do it well, or if he had another 
idea, if he tried another idea: 


“Oh no, you stop! We take another director. » 


It was not at all to defend this harsh regime that I said that, but it was 
to, according to my three aspects of the movement-image, mark in 
what sense these three aspects, that is to to say the objects, the 
movement and the Whole... how these three aspects were perpetually 
inseparable and yet could be emphasized... they could be carried out 


by different functions. Cameraman function, [48:00] cameraman- 
decorator function, director function, producer function. Or it could 
be reunited in the same character. 


Just like... it's all accent differences, you know. 


It is of course that the three montages that I was trying to distinguish, 
the three types of montage, they penetrate all the time. But there is a 
particular emphasis sometimes on the quantity of movement, 
sometimes on the intensity of movement, sometimes on the opposition 
of movement, all that... There are directors who attach more or less 
importance to the framing, others more or less important to the shot 
and cutting, others more or less important to the editing, all that. It's 
like poles, it's not separate things. 


So here we go, we are going to start our second part on this history of 
motion-image analysis. And so I have to go to the secretariat... so rest 
up! [ Break ; pause recording] [49:00] 


A student: ... It seems to me that the eye is only a gap, which carries 
like an extension of the body towards the image, to such an extent 
that I had said to myself, finally, if you take the three aspects of the 
movement-image, the last aspect, the affection, I tell myself that here 
it is... When we are in the affection of a movement-image, the 
movement image immediately becomes a volume image, that is to say 
say the relative volume, the volume of my body... 


Deleuze: I'll tell you, it's an excellent example, because it's kind of 
what I want in my dreams... You have all the rights... So, insofar as 
you have all the rights, From the point where we are, [50:00] once 
said that you listen very well, you prolong, you anticipate, you 
prolong, you have the perfect right. So, well... you just said something 
where you fully extend. 


Me, I do a bit of a weird job. I say, oh... well, okay, if you want, this is 
your direction. Me... far be it from me to... and then I couldn't, even if 
I wanted to, I couldn't stop you from going in one direction. But if I 
take every word of what you just said, I'm saying, and you probably 
know it as much as I do...it's not the question do I agree or not...I 
won't be don't agree, on any point, but that's secondary... What you 
said, it's interesting that it is. I say, what you have just said is a series 


of absolutely foreign formulations and much more, directed against 
Bergson. If I schematize in [51:00] pedantic terms, in scholarly terms, 
you are a good phenomenologist and you are a deplorable Bergsonian. 


Because Bergson in this respect goes so far... and that is what remains 
to me, what I would like to try to show today... is that the proposition 
according to which the moving image presupposes an eye to which it 
refers is a proposition for Bergson absolutely meaningless. For a very 
simple reason, it is that he will say to you: But the eye, what is it? It is 
a moving image. So, if the eye is a movement-image among others, 
the movement-image obviously does not send me back to the eye. On 
the other hand, a phenomenologist will say that and my problem, that 
introduces it very well... isn't Bergson hugely ahead of 
phenomenology? 


Obviously, those are questions... at this level, so they become 
questions of attraction, not taste. [52:00] We cannot say anything but 
you will see for yourself. I do not claim to make you Bergsonians. But 
in any case I claim to say to what he has just formulated very well, 
that it is a phenomenological thesis which has nothing to do with the 
Bergsonian theses... 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Among others...among others... But it is precisely a point of 
view that does not correspond to absolutely anything in Bergson, it is 
even that which makes Bergson so unusual. From where, still we have 
to see... and for that I have to, and I keep apologizing again, I have to 
start with a short sequence in the history of psychology. So that you 
understand the problem. For once our problem has become: analysis 
of the movement-image. 


And I say, it is well known, and we are told so in all the textbooks 
[53:00] and everyone knows it... and if we don't know it doesn't 
matter... that a long time ago a so-called psychology 


"classical" and that this classical psychology has come up against a 
kind of crisis. It is that one suddenly creates conceptions which go on, 
which last for a certain time, and then which come to a point of crisis. 
That is to say, they encounter a difficulty which until then could be 
diluted and which under given conditions... what conditions? It's 


funny... they can't be dodged anymore. 


And contrary to what is said then, to what is often said, I do not 
believe that classical psychology has encountered its pitfall on the 
problems of associationism. It doesn't matter what I say, it's for 
those... you see there, we're in a room where people are very different. 
Some do philosophy, others don't. It doesn't matter if you don't 
understand such a moment, [54:00] you will understand later... it 
doesn't matter. 


But I say, it is not associationism that liquidated so-called classical 
psychology. It's what ? It was because the psychologists of the 19th 
century ended up no longer being able to dodge a problem. A 
frightening problem for them... which I could summarize in the form 
of... a what? 


The image and (E-T)... the image and the movement. What's going on, 
what are we going to do? 


So it's not associationism... So it's not associationism that was their 
pitfall, it's the relationship between image and movement. For what ? 
Because ultimately all this psychology tended towards a distribution 
of the world in two, in two parts, and two parts so heterogeneous that 
establishing a weld became almost impossible. [55:00] 


On the one hand, in my consciousness... On the one hand, in my 
consciousness, there were images. I sum up, it's as if I were making an 
outline, if you like, of the situation of this psychology... On the one 
hand, in my consciousness, there were images... and what did that 
mean? 


It meant qualified representations, and more profoundly unextended 
qualitative states. An image was an unextended qualitative datum of 
consciousness. She was in consciousness. 


And on the other hand, what was in the world? In the world, [56:00] 
there were movements. And movements... it was quantitative and 
extensive variable configurations and distributions. Here, feel that the 
crisis was not far away. The crisis was not far off, but how is it going 
to happen, the crisis? Perhaps the crisis will become inevitable, that 


until then they could plug the difficulties... The crisis is becoming 
more and more urgent when what? 


When motion analysis and cinematographic reproduction assert 
themselves in the world. 


Maybe that was it, one of the crisis points of classical psychology. We 
don't know, we'll have to see. The introduction in experimental 
psychology of films, [57:00] all that... They found themselves in an 
incredible situation. How to do ? It works like that, things from 
theory. How to do ? Can we maintain the idea that is in the 
consciousness of the images: unextended qualitative state and in the 
world of movements? What was the difficulty anyway, in both 
directions? 


If I say, well you understand it is not difficult... In your consciousness 
there are images which are unextended qualitative states, and then in 
the world there are movements which are extended quantitative 

states. If I say that... okay, but what is happening, even in perception? 


A sense organ receives a shaking, it's movement, okay. And all of a 
sudden it turns into an image. I have a perception, all of a sudden... 
but when? Or ? [58:00] 


how ? How are you going to make a qualitative unextended image 
with movement in space? How can this arise? All that, it makes big 
problems... In the other direction, you have all the difficulties 
concerning... in the other direction, what is it? The other meaning is 
the will and the voluntary act. You're supposed to have an image in 
the consciousness, and then... and then you make movements. It is a 
voluntary act. But how did an image in your consciousness give 
movement in space? What relationship can there be between two 
natures as irreducible, as heterogeneous as images defined as a 
qualitative and unextended state [59:00] and movements defined as 
an extended quantitative state? 


If in the voluntary act the image gives rise to a movement of your 
body, for example you want to turn off the light, you make a 
movement... Complex then. How to explain that, if not because 
already the image, it is not only in your consciousness, it must also be 
in the muscles of your arm. What then is an image in the muscles of 
my arm? Would there be small consciences? Yes, why not... we can 


say that. There are authors who have written admirable pages on 
these small organic consciousnesses... a thousand small 
consciousnesses in my muscles, but sub-muscles, my nerves, my 
tendons... But these consciousnesses are strange, it's curious! And 
conversely in the other direction, a movement shakes you and 


then it gives an image in your consciousness. [60:00] How can that be 
if not because your consciousness, itself, is traversed by movements. 


Well... on all sides it is a crisis situation. You see, if I summarize this 
crisis situation which in my opinion gave a fatal blow to this 
psychology of the 19th century, once again, it is not in my opinion the 
problem of the association of ideas and inaccuracy of an account of 
the psychic life starting from the association... It is according to the 
relationship which has become impossible between the images and the 
movements when I define the images as qualitative states in my 
consciousness and the movements as states quantities in the world. 


And how is it done, in this crisis situation... how is it done? How were 
the attempts to get out of the crisis made? 


Attempts to get out of the crisis, it is well known, [61:00] have been 
made in two ways, that is to say under two successive but 
irreconcilable strokes of genius. The first was Bergson. 


It was Bergson and not just him. In England and in America, at the 
same time, other authors... including William James in America and 
Whitehead, the great Whitehead, in England. 


But Bergson had... it's not because he is French Bergson that I say 
that... but Bergson had a particular importance, so I remember the 
first blow, the first rupture, the first foundation of a new psychology 
by Bergson. 


The second blow, but in fact it was contemporary... it was a current 
which originated in Germany, and [62:00] which was... there I say 
very rudimentary things, I can group, make large groupings... which 
was held by both what has been called the “Gestalt Theory”, the 
Theory of Form or Structure... Once again, it is contemporary with 
Bergson, the first to develop this theory. And, also contemporary, 
Phenomenology. 


So my first question, and that, I just don't want to... not dwell on it 
because it's just an impression. I would like to leave... I say, it is 
irreconcilable. The new psychology proposed by the [63:00] 
Phenomenology and the new psychology proposed by Bergson are not 
reconcilable. Why is this not reconcilable, how is it not reconcilable? 


I would like there too, since I am launching a lot of formulas today 
that can only be justified later... The Phenomenology formula to get 
out of the crisis, what was it? 


She is famous, everyone knows her, everyone repeats her, everyone 
has repeated her at some point. We only said that, we launched it in 
all tones, we sang it... it is sung by all voices: “All consciousness is 
consciousness of something”.8 We must emphasize the “ of ". If you 
did not emphasize the de, you were not phenomenologists. 


All awareness and awareness of something. And Sartre launched his 
famous and very beautiful article on... consciousness is not a stomach 
in which there is something, consciousness is openness to the world, 
[64:00] consciousness is consciousness of something... You see what 
that meant... Consciousness is targeted by something outside itself, it 
does not contain images within it. All consciousness is consciousness 
of something. 


If I relate it to my particular case of movement, the crisis of classical 
psychology, image and movement... how to reconcile that, how to put 
them in relation, when classical psychology forbade itself in a certain 
way from finding a setting in report... I would say, it's not difficult, 
you understand... All consciousness is consciousness of something... 
that also means... it doesn't mean only this... Every image is an image 
of movement. All consciousness is consciousness of something, all 
image is image of movement, what would that mean? That means, the 
image is not something in consciousness, it is a type of consciousness. 
And it is a type of [65:00] consciousness that under given conditions 
aims for movement. 


In learned terms, the phenomenologists said: All consciousness is 
intentional. All consciousness is intentionality. Which means, all 
consciousness is consciousness of something situated outside of it, it 
aims at something, it aims at something in the world. 


So the image is in fact a mode of consciousness and not something in 
consciousness, it is an attitude of consciousness, it is an aim. And the 
movement in the world is what this consciousness aims at. All 
consciousness is consciousness of something... For Bergson, no! 


If we try to find a rival formula, what will a Bergsonian say? He will 
never say all consciousness is consciousness of something. For him, 
there too [66:00] I start again... that would be a meaningless 
expression. We'll have to explain a bit about that. What for one is 
meaningless, while for the other it is full of meaning... What does that 
mean as far as philosophy is concerned? And it is obvious that for 
Bergson all consciousness is consciousness of something, and yet it is 
obvious that between Bergson and Husserl, between Bergson and 
Phenomenology there was a fundamental point of agreement. What is 
this fundamental point of agreement? It is: We do not perceive things 
in our consciousness, we perceive things where they are, that is, in the 
world. Bergson's formula... very beautiful Bergson's formula, in this 
respect he keeps launching this theme. We place ourselves to perceive, 
“we place ourselves in things first.”9 [67:00] 


We cannot put it better, there are no small images in consciousness. 
On this point, Phenomenology and Bergson are in complete 
agreement. There are no images in consciousness. There are not 
qualitative states which would be in consciousness and quantitative 
states which would be in the world. That's not how it happens. 


We place ourselves from the start among things and in things. Even 
more, he went so far as to say what a phenomenologist might sign: We 
perceive things where they are. If I perceive one of you, well, I do not 
perceive the image of that one in my consciousness, I perceive him 
where he is! My consciousness comes out on its own. 


So on this point, there is absolute agreement between the 
phenomenologists and Bergson. And that's the only point. Because 
once again, oddly, Bergson could never say “All consciousness is 
consciousness of something”. And what would he, [68:00] Bergson, 
say? 


All consciousness and awareness of something... We ended up getting 
used to it because even when we didn't hear the formula, the 
unconscious works, we heard... we are formed by 


She. But as Bergson was so forgotten, alas, and so badly mistreated by 
the phenomenologists who settled their accounts with him... because 
all these things are terrible and are inexpiable fights. Well, well... 
Bergson would never have done that. 


If we look for something he could have said, he would have said 
exactly this: "All consciousness is something". Ah... Someone who 
arrives and who tells us: All consciousness is something. So we tell 
him, a phenomenologist says... What, what do you mean? Are you 
saying something? No, no, no, not something! 


If you give me a "of something", everything is wrong. I'm lost. It 
doesn't mean anything anymore. 


For Bergson, if I perceive things [69:00] where they are, it is because 
all consciousness is something, precisely the thing that I perceive. For 
a phenomenologist, if I perceive things where they are, it is because 
“all consciousness is consciousness of something”, that is to say, aims 
at the thing of which it is consciousness. 


The abyss is immense. I have not yet explained this abyss. Well, I have 
a suspicion. All the same, I have to make a short parenthesis on this: 
what is the situation of this discipline, namely philosophy, where 
there are, as they say, such divided opinions... 


How to explain that Bergson did not know the phenomenologists? 
Maybe he read some Husserl, we don't really know... but I think he 
did. But that must not have interested him very much. On the other 
hand, the phenomenologists, because he came later, many came after 
Bergson... they knew Bergson well. They settled his account in a very, 
very... [70:00] way it’s fair game, you know. They still owed him 
quite a bit...so good, but there's a nobler reason. 


I understand that philosophy has never been a matter of taste. That 
much more, philosophy has little to do with a succession of doctrines 
which would vary. And yet, it is very true that philosophers are very 
little in agreement. But what does that mean? I believe, I believe very 
strongly in philosophy as, really... as a rigorous discipline, that is to 
say as a science. [ End of tape] [1:10:36] 


Part 2 


... We have to see, for example, when Kant as a philosopher... or 
when Leibniz criticizes Descartes, or when Kant criticizes Descartes, 
we must not believe that it is a question of taste, each to place his 
theory, no anyway not . It is because Kant considers, for example, to 
have discovered a way of posing the problem of knowledge of which 
Descartes had no idea. And compared to [71:00] this new position of 
the problem of knowledge, the Cartesian solutions no longer work. At 
that moment there is, indeed... there is discussion, because you can 
have a Cartesian, a disciple of Descartes, who says: “Attention, 
attention! I am going to construct such a problem in such a way that, 
taking into account recent achievements, Descartes' solutions must be 
updated”. 


So, understand, there can very well be polemics in philosophy, they 
absolutely do not depend on mood or taste, but they have a scientific 
rigor equal to what is happening. 


pass in the purest sciences - in mathematics, in physics etc. And you 
can never judge a philosophical theory if you separate it from the 
framework of the problems it poses, and it solves [72:00] only the 
problems it poses. Changed the nature of the problem, you cannot stay 
within the framework of such a theory. 


So, what does it mean, to be a Bergsonian for example today, or to be 
a Platonist today? It is to consider that there are in Plato, in Bergson 
or in whoever... conditions of problems which still turn out, today, to 
be well posed. Consequently, solutions of the Platonic type are 
possible. But therefore, all this was a remark to say: what is at stake in 
the discussions between philosophies is infinitely more important than 
theoretical disputes — they are not theoretical disputes. I would say, 
literally, if you understood me, these are “problematic” discussions, 
namely concerning the problems, their conditions and their positions. 


And that's why I would like to say, if I take two formulas... I come 
back to my question. The phenomenological formula [73:00] "All 
consciousness is consciousness of something" and the Bergsonian 
formula "All consciousness is something", even before having... again, 
there is not in Bergson but you will see , reading Bergson, that I am 
only summarizing an obvious thesis of Bergson. 


That's my question. If there is such a difference, even before we have 
understood the Bergsonian formula... If there is such a difference that 
we feel, that we sense between the two formulas, it is obviously that 

they do not pose the problem under the same conditions. 


So there... if I try to say what conditions of the problem, for one as for 
the other, on that I don't even... I would obviously not pretend to tell 
you who is right. I would have pretended to do my job, namely to put 
you in a position to see what you, what suits you. [74:00] Perhaps 
what will suit you will be yet another position of the problem. At that 
time you will do it and at that time you will be a good or a great 
philosopher. GOOD. But never an idea without determination of the 
problem to which the idea corresponds. Never. Otherwise it's chatter, 
otherwise it's opinion, and opinion is interesting but very moderately 
interesting. Any sentence that is, that can be stated in the logical form 
"I find that" is philosophically null. 


So, you see, the suspicion I have is this... and as I am not hiding my 
preference from you... it is that Bergson is very, very advanced, 
seemingly nothing, on the Phenomenology. And that the problem it 
poses is ultimately much more encompassing, much more subtle than 
that of Phenomenology. So I'm going to go very quickly to the 
Phenomenology because... it's not ingratitude, slyness... [75:00] I 
guess that... I say to myself, all the same... what problem is it really 
about? All consciousness is consciousness of something, all image is 
image of movement. On the contrary, Bergson, all consciousness is 
something, that is to say, all image is movement. You see ? There is no 
need to say every image is a moving image. Every image is already 
movement. 


Well... what's the point? What's the problem in there? It is obvious 
that it is always a problem of the reproduction of movement. And for 
a simple reason, it is that the question of the reproduction of 
movement and the question of the perception of movement do not 


strictly one, and I tried to show it in our first sessions. So I'm not 
coming back to that. 


Now... I wonder what is the model of the reproduction of movement 
for the Phenomenology. [76:00] Not difficult, the model of movement 
reproduction for the Phenomenology. They give themselves perception 
in so-called “natural” conditions and their precise task is to make a 
description, that is to say a phenomenology in the exact sense of the 


word, of this natural perception. But the natural perception... it 
reproduces the movement, like the rest, it is always a reproduction. 


My question is simply: If the Phenomenology purports to be a 
description of the natural perception of motion, what type of motion 
reproduction does it refer to? 


To what type of reproduction of movement does it refer? 


On the sly, [77:00] implicitly. Ah... we have it, may I say, because... 
it refers to what? 


Take the texts. I take the case of Merleau-Ponty. He wrote a famous 
book, one of the most beautiful books of Phenomenology, entitled 
Phenomenology of Perception. When it comes to the perception of 
movement, it refers to two fundamental things, two great concepts to 
explain the natural perception of movement. It is, according to 
Merleau-Ponty, the concept of 


" anchoring ". We are “anchored” somewhere. It is a version of what 
phenomenologists call "being in the world" or "being in the world", we 
are 


“anchored”... anchoring. [78:00] And on the other hand - but the two 
go together - the best form, the best form, which is a notion that will 
run through the whole of Phenomenology and which is borrowed from 
Gestalt Theory, but between Phenomenology and Gestalt the 
communications were numerous. What does it mean ? 


I'm taking a text... There, I don't have time to comment because we'll 
still be there... in the edition... in this edition... see, 322, 323. ...”, 
here is an example, 


“The stone flies in the air, what do these words mean, if not that our 
gaze is installed and anchored in the garden...”10 You see, you are in 
your [79:00] garden, and there is a stone which leaves , you say, “Oh, 
my! There is a stone! » 


“What do these words mean if not that our gaze installed and 
anchored in the garden is solicited by the stone and, so to speak, pulls 
on its anchors? » 


It's well said, it's a beautiful sentence. But... “The relation of the 
mobile to its substance passes through our body...” How much of a 
phenomenologist were you, huh? My gaze is anchored, not only my 
gaze, my body is anchored in the garden, the stone crosses the field. 
And I say, it is the stone that moves. What does it mean ? 


Given this organization of the perceptual field by anchoring, 
apprehending the stone as in motion is the best form. As the 
Gestaltists said, it is the only meaningful form according to the 
organization [80:00] of the total field. And Merleau-Ponty continues: 
“What exactly is anchoring and how does it constitute a ground at 
rest? Indeed, any anchoring accompanies... supposes a ground at rest. 
What exactly is anchoring and 


how does it constitute a background at rest? It is not an explicit 
perception... indeed, it will be a condition of the perception, it is not 
an explicit perception. 


“Anchor points when we fixate on them, are not objects. The bell 
tower only starts moving when I leave the sky in marginal vision. It is 
essential to the so-called landmark of the movement not to be posed in 
an actual knowledge and to always be already there...” etc. etc “The 
cases of ambiguous perception where we can freely choose our 
anchorage are those where our perception is [82:00] artificially cut off 
from its context...” 


etc etc You should read the whole page, I refer you to it, pages 
322-324. 


What I want to get out of this is a very, very simple thing. And even if 
I'm wrong, it doesn't matter... it's like for my amusement not yours. I 
said to myself... good, but the Phenomenologists... justice to Bergson, 
revenge for Bergson, the time has come! Well, I notice their 
stubbornness to come back when it comes to motion perception to a 
particular type of motion: strobe motion. I don't have time to develop 
here, it's for those who already know. I've seen in a lot of stories, and 
a lot in the history of cinema, that strobe motion was taken as a basis 
of cinematic perception of motion. I have absolute suspicions about 
that, it doesn't seem at all to me... not only not self-evident... but it 
seems to me [82:00] absolutely false. Never mind. Never mind. 


I notice that the model of movement loved by phenomenologists is 


borrowed from so-called “stroboscopic” movement and not from 
cinematographic movement. I notice that Sartre, in The Imaginary, 
begins with a series of examples, of images, which cover many things. 
Since there are photo-images, there are theater-images, there are 
coffee-ground images, there are reverie-images, there is nothing about 
the cinema-image... nothing on the cinematic image. Curious, curious, 
curious! 


What do I mean, where am I going with this? That in the problem of 
the reproduction of movement, whatever... I'm not going to say things 
that are too simple, that all that isn't good. I mean, whatever the 
absolute novelty of the Phenomenology, [83:00] the way in which 
they pose the question of the reproduction of movement, therefore of 
perception, returns us to the first way. That is to say, the pre- 
cinematic way. They are before the cinema. 


Here, here is the abominable truth that I am going to reveal to you 
today: Phenomenology is of an age before the cinema. It's terrible, 
because they thought they were absolutely in... it's terrible... It's not 
possible a thing like that. Well, yes! Because I say, it is the 
reproduction of the movement first way. You remember, if you have 
followed, what the first way is, reproduction of movement. It is to 
reconstitute the movement from what? From privileged moments, that 
is to say, from forms in the process of being embodied. 


[84:00] Reconstructing movement not from snapshots but from 
privileged moments of forms in the process of being embodied... what 
does that refer to? 


In antiquity, it referred to forms in themselves intelligible. There, I 
weigh my words carefully... it referred to essential or intelligible, 
eternal forms, whatever you want. 


So it referred to intellectual coordinates. The Phenomenology breaks 
with that, it 


radically breaks with that, but how? With this old vision but keeping 
everything. 


Because I understand that for her, the coordinates will no longer be 
intellectual coordinates, 


[85:00] these will be existential anchors. 


Okay, it will be existential anchors, I'm not saying it's the same thing. 
The forms in the process of incarnating will no longer be intelligible 
forms, they will be forms immanent in the perceptual field, that is to 
say Gestalten. Agree, the difference is immense, it is not big enough to 
break with something common between the oldest vision and the 
phenomenological vision, namely, we reproduce the movement with 
and according to coordinates and forms . We have changed the status 
of the coordinates to make them existential anchors, we have changed 
the status of the forms to make them immanent or sensitive forms 
referring to the organization of a pure perceptual field which no 
longer refers to anything [86:00 ] 


intelligible... We did all that, we continue to reconstitute the 
movement in the old way with coordinates and shapes. Therefore, it is 
necessary that all consciousness is consciousness of movement. 


I would say, yes, Phenomenology is really before cinema. And indeed, 
what do they want? It is quite simply explained that there is... it is not 
because they are unaware of the cinema. 


It explains itself, it explains itself, understand me... because by virtue 
of what they want. What they want, and that's their problem, what 
they want is a pure description of natural perception. When I add 
"pure" to description I mean... it's not about picking up your pen etc. 
Pure description implies a certain method that Husserl formalized 
when he spoke of the phenomenological method... I don't have time to 
explain all that, and besides, it's really not my subject. But [87:00] 
that's what they want, a pure description of natural perception. 
Alright, finished for the Phenomenology! 


I suggest — don't make me say it, because that would be too light... 
hear everything I just said as a question. But after all, after all, 
wouldn't the Phenomenology remain in a world very prior to the 
cinema? He ignores. 


So, afterwards, he might talk to us about the cinema, in fact he never 
talks to us about the cinema, but he talks to us about the stroboscopic 
movement... Husserl, he had never been to the cinema. Bergson 
either, not very much, but... on Sundays, from time to time, but... he 
understood it much better. It's very weird, in my opinion Bergson... 
he's stuck. He is caught between his condemnation of the principle of 
cinema - namely, it is not real movement - and his call for a new 
metaphysics [88:00] where he claims very strongly that cinema is the 


most beautiful contribution to this new metaphysics. 


He caught something, it seems to me, that the others didn't. And what 
did he get? Him, indeed, he launches us... and it's the whole first 
chapter of Matter and memory... he doesn't say it, he doesn't say it, I 
have to admit it, he doesn't say it but it doesn't matter, it doesn't 
matter... What he says formally is what he is going to launch into in 
the first chapter of Matter and Memory in a completely different mode 
of production of movement. For him, it stays there. Modern science 
has identified time as an independent variable. That is to say, the 
analysis of the movement is no longer done according to privileged 
instants - that is to say with forms and coordinates - but according to 
any instant, that is that is, with equidistant instants. We must find the 
metaphysics of this science. [89:00] 


Well, if he's there, he's fully there... he's no longer interested in any 
reconstitution of movement, even with properly perceptible forms and 
existential coordinates. 


It does not interest him at all, it is not his problem. Because his 
problem cannot be to describe a pure perception of movement... Oh 
no, sorry, there I am wrong, I am mixing everything... His problem 
cannot be, like that of Phenomenology, to describe purely a natural 
description of movement. His problem will be what? Something much 
more unusual. I put it like this, it will light up little by little, I hope... 
to deduce [Pause] 


[90:00] a perception of pure movement. And once again natural 
perception is absolutely not a perception of pure movement. The 
perception of pure movement... we are still looking for it. 


And Bergson's idea is exactly: is it starting from... you see that there 
the problem branches out... is it that, starting from the movement- 
image as we have defined it, thanks to Bergson, from the movement- 
image as defined by Bergson, can I deduce a pure perception of 
movement? It's a completely different problem. In one case, how to 
describe a natural perception of movement. In the other case, how to 
deduce a pure perception of movement. 


I would say, to the first problem answers the formula [91:00] “All 
consciousness is consciousness of something”. And if this is the first 


problem that interests you, you will find yourself phenomenologists 
before you have understood why. 


If ever one day the second problem interests you, you may well find 
yourself Bergsonian on this point, which will not commit your line 
and your future. And, in any case, you will stop saying: "Ah, Bergson 
and Husserl contradict each other..." Because they absolutely do not 
contradict each other. In a way it is less serious, in a way it is much 
worse. They don't pose the same problem. 


Know what is the best problem. There, then... it's your business, 
everyone's business. And of these two problems, which one do you 
like more... You will tell me both, or some of goodwill, both. 
Impossible ! Impossible ! Because these problems overlap so much that 
in the first case, the second problem will become a distant 
consequence of the first. And in the second case, it's just the opposite. 
[92:00] You can't choose both. 


From where we are sent then... and finally, and finally... we are able, 
after just this suggestion... maybe Bergson... there, I have just 
justified this maybe... Maybe Bergson is much further ahead. And it is 
the only one to have posed a problem of the perception of movement 
perfectly adequate to the cinematographic image. You will say to me, 
there is nothing to make of it... Well, yes, maybe, because... maybe the 
thought of cinema therefore has even more to expect from Bergson 
than we thought, than We believe. All of this is no big deal anyway. 


From where... from where, let's forget all that... it was 
presuppositions, sort of introductions, and let's resume. So, what... 
how is he going to do it? Let’s admit... from the movement-image he 
wants 


deduce the [93:00] pure perception of motion. Pure perception of 
movement is not natural perception. At that time, yes! Cinema has 
something to do with Bergson. The others, they can be satisfied with 
the strobe movement. Phew... are you tired? I continue a little bit... 
Yes, yes, you are... I see your features are drawn... so I don't have 
much longer... 


All consciousness is something, all image is movement... To 
understand a proposition, one must put oneself in a state assumed in 


this proposition. There too, I stumble on this fact... it will not surprise 
someone who is watching cinema. On the other hand, it will surprise 
someone else very much. [94:00] A phenomenologist will surprise him 
a lot. 


Every image is movement, every consciousness is something... every 
image is movement... 


I answer because the next time we will not remember more. I'm 
answering you, because there it was, it was... it's quite wonderful... 
But nobody believes that I make an easy critique of the 
Phenomenology, and that to upset you, it's not enough in ...it's just to 
try to locate problems. 


The phenomenologists are so... there, I'm saying this just for fun... so 
late, that they have completely kept a metaphor which is the 
metaphor of the eye. I say, what is the metaphor of the eye? It is the 
idea that there is a subject, that there is a light, or that a light 
wanders... and that the light goes from consciousness [95:00] to 
things. Consciousness, there would be a light which, in one way or 
another, would land on such a thing... Ah, well, I'll look at that, all of 
a sudden... 


You see, the idea of consciousness-light, things in the dark and the 
beam of consciousness... so you have all of its terms in the metaphor. 
I'm not saying it's a theory, I'm trying to bring out a metaphorical 
apparatus. Consciousness-light. The object in shadow or in darkness. 
The act of consciousness as a brush of light that passes from one thing 
to another. 


If you want to assess the novelty of Bergson, and in my opinion he is 
really the only one to have presented things like that... He says: no, it's 
just the opposite, it's just the opposite! 


Well... the light is in things. [96:00] Light is in things. It is the things 
that are light. These are things that are light. Little light...little light 
something...little light...little light everywhere! As he says... a 
splendid formula from Bergson: if there is a photo, the photo is drawn 
into things.11 


If photo there is... there are few such beautiful formulas... It seems to 


me a very, very beautiful formula... If photo there is, the photo is 
already drawn into things... Simply, what is what is missing? It's the 
black screen. The photo, it is drawn into things but it is translucent. 
What the thing-light lacks is precisely darkness. You see, this is the 
total reversal of the classic [97:00] position of the problem. And the 
black screens are us. That's to say... 


us, what we bring is darkness. And it is only thanks to the darkness 
that we can say: Ah yes, we perceive things. If it weren't for the black 
screen, we wouldn't see them. 


Complete reversal, it is the things that are light and we are the 
darkness. We are not the light and the things that are in darkness. If 
the photo, it is drawn... it is drawn into things, only it is translucent. 
For the photo to take, you need a black screen, that is to say, you have 
to arrive. But photography is in things. 


Well, that's very curious... I would say, then, to complete my 
comparison with the Phenomenology... the Phenomenology remains 
absolutely at the metaphorical apparatus [98:00] 


classic. It changes because it brings everything down to the level of a 
description of lived experience, to the level of a description of the 
perceptible and the existing. But it remains absolutely at the level of 
light-consciousness. It is Bergson who makes the absolute reversal. 


Perhaps you already feel... we're getting a little bit closer to... we can't 
hold on at all... but we're getting a little bit closer to "All 
consciousness is not at all consciousness of something"... that's is the 
conception of consciousness-light. But all consciousness is something. 
The light is there, it is not in you. There has never been a negation of 
the subject at this level such as Bergson... as we see it in Bergsonism. 
A world without a subject... finally, philosophy gave us a world 
without a subject. [99:00] What an author, what a thinker! Good, 
but... 


what did that mean? Let's calm down again, we must not get carried 
away in all this. 


Let's really calm down. 


The image is movement... See, I try to define from this kind of light 


the formula "All consciousness is something", I try to go around to... 
well, we go down a notch. The image is movement, what does it 
mean? It is still very new. And for whom, again. I resume my 
question. For whom is the image movement? Who knows that Bergson 
is right? And when do we know? 


Indeed, an image is all the same a strange... I come back, I do my 
comings and goings. 


In classical psychology, we are told about the imagination... what are 
images... Or even Sartre, in L’Imaginaire... My friend Pierre... 
[100:00] I look at the photo of my friend Pierre. So through the photo 
I aim at my friend Pierre. And I aim for it as an absentee...12 


I'm not saying it's good at all... Sorry, I'm not saying it's all bad at all, 
not at all... On the contrary, the novelty was radical but on other 
points. You would have to look... There, I was dishonest because I 
didn't say... I didn't even look for... the novelty of the problem of 
Phenomenology... And then, you understand, the photo of my friend 
Pierre... 


Alright, alright, it's not moving. But who among us does not know 
that... an image is not an image if that... it is perhaps... it is perhaps an 
appearance of memory, it is perhaps I don't know what... but... if it 
doesn't move, it's not an image. 


Bachelard is absolutely Bergsonian when, in his attempt to redo a 
theory of the poetic imagination, [101:00] he begins by saying: but 
the imagination cannot be defined as a faculty of forming images, 
because the image only begins when it deforms.13 


There is no image unless something moves and changes. There you 
have it, a kind of simple certainty... it's not philosophy to say that. 
You can talk to me, of course, to the letter, you 


you can tell me: but the photo is an image, there are immobile images, 
you can tell me all that... All right, yes, you're right, but you won't 
deprive me of a small conviction: if there isn't... moving, changing, 
there's no image at all. 


The image moves and changes. What does that mean? What does it 


mean ? 
It is so simple, it means something... what is Bergson reduced to? 


You will see, in the letter of the first chapter, he is quite annoyed, 
because with his little certainty... The image moves and changes and 
otherwise it is not an image. [102:00] He is annoyed because he says 
to himself, he anticipates the objection: But what point of view are 
you talking about? This stupid question, where are you talking about, 
from what point of view? He says, indeed, it is not philosophy and it 
is not science either. He gets away with it, as philosophers always do 
when they are annoyed, when they don't quite know how to say from 
which point of view they are speaking, they say: it is common sense. 
But common sense, it has a good back... because... you feel that 
common sense, it doesn't have much to do with it. Because he doesn't 
want to say... I think it's because of his stuck situation. He wouldn't 
have stuck with the great Bergson, he wouldn't have been embarrassed 
to say, I'm talking about such a point of view... I'm talking about the 
point of view of the cinema-image. 


Well, in a way, all the imagination has been revealed by cinema. 
[103:00] Because before cinema, poets... it was the same thing. An 
image for them changed, it moved, and it is from there, as Bachelard 
says, that there is a poetic image. If it doesn't change, if it doesn't 
move... an image that isn't taken on a journey, that doesn't involve a 
journey, that isn't the image of a journey, that isn't a voyage-image, it 
is not an image. It's nothing, it's not an image... it's a residue, it's a 
residue of an image. 


Ok, the photo of my friend Pierre is a residue. 


So, well... any image... you feel, it's not a question of saying: the 
image represents a movement. We would find ourselves in the same 
mush as classical psychology. There would be representations in 
consciousness, but what relationship would there be between the 
representation and the represented? The representation would be in 
my consciousness, the represented would be in the world. 


The image would be the image of a movement, that wouldn't work. 
[104:00] So Bergson resumes with his tranquil certainty: the image is 
movement. 


Oh well, the image is movement and perhaps the corollary... we'll see, 


it gets complicated. And movement, is it an image? “Yes, yes, yes...”, 
says Bergson. Yes. The image is movement and movement is image. 
Ah, well... The image is movement and the movement is image. And 
what is this identity then? There is the heart, there is the heart of all 
of us. Oh Bergson! 


Make us understand this identity of image and movement! There's no 
reason for him to answer us, but if he agrees to answer us, he will tell 
us - and this should make it completely clear to you - he will say to us: 
Well, yes, the identity of the image and movement is precisely what 
you have always called matter. Material = picture = 


movement. [105:00] Oh, my God! 


Matter = image = movement. And the whole beginning of the first 
chapter of Matter and Memory teaches us this cinematographic 
obviousness, but which, outside of cinema, is a fundamental paradox. 
It's kind of an incredible paradox. However, since he does not refer to 
the cinema - 


stuck as he is - it's getting very weird this first chapter. And what does 
he mean when he says: matter = image = movement? Let's take it as 
simple as possible, before taking matter which is introduced in the 
third term identical to the other two, image = movement. 


He means this: an image is not only that it undergoes an action of 
other images. 


Nor is it that... only that she reacts to other images. [106:00] It is 
strictly identical, an image is strictly identical to the actions that it 
undergoes from other images and to the reactions that it operates on 
other images. In other words, the set of images and the set of actions 
and reactions of things on each other are strictly the same thing. 


You have to let yourself go... don't ask too much, right away, of 
rational justifications, all that. 
You have to... your task would almost be to try to find the cave where 


all this is true, the world where it is true. 


What does it mean ? This means that an image has - if you will - for 
elementary parts... what would that be the parts of an image? 


[107:00] An image has as elementary parts the actions it undergoes 
from other images and the reactions it operates on other images. In 
other words, an image is a set of actions and reactions. 


Therefore, there is obviously no difference between image and 
movement. The image in its deepest nature is this: it is this something 
which undergoes an action, this something which exerts a reaction. So 
much so that the "All" of the image, or rather the set - since I would 
like to strictly keep the word "All" for something quite different, 
according to our previous sessions - the set of images, [ 108:00] it is 
the set of actions and reactions that constitute the universe. 


Immediate consequence... even if you understand it like that... 
understand it like that, axiomatically. I mean, Bergson has every right 
to give himself this meaning of the word image. Before you 
understand it, you accept it as a formal definition, even if you don't 
yet understand why. Immediate consequence of this identity of the set 
of images with the set of actions and reactions that make up the 
world... namely, an image can be perceived, and we don't even know 
yet what it is an image that is perceived... but not necessarily, not 
necessarily... an image may very well not be perceived. In other 
words, these images [109:00] defined as the set of constituent actions 
and reactions of the universe, are images in themselves, which 
constantly act on each other, and react on top of each other... and 
there it is very important what Bergson adds... on all their faces, on, 
... on all their faces. Or... if you prefer, it amounts to the same... in all 
their elementary parts. 


A world of images in itself that never ceases to act and react on all its 
faces and in all its elementary parts: this is what the movement-image 
is. No matter... tell me, on that, the movement-image does not exist in 
this sense... If you had the bad heart to say that, it would be terrible 
but good... I'm not asking the question: is does it exist? I say, this is 
what Bergson calls [110:00] the movement-image and of which all the 
analysis of the movement-image goes 


depend. You are going to tell me, we are going to encounter the 
problem, does it exist? Yes, we will meet him, but not this time. 


Okay, so...already understand...already understand. But the eye, I go 
back to my remark earlier. What is the eye? All right, the eye, well... 
it's an image, it's a movement-image. 


How is this movement-image defined? Stimulations, like all 
movement-images... he receives stimuli from as far away as they 
come, from as far away. And there are reactions... from what I see, for 
example, I raise my arm. I see a stone hitting my head, I do like that... 
it's a reaction. Well, the eye is an action-reaction system, that is to say, 
it's an image, [111:00] it's a movement-image. Alright, says Bergson. 
The brain... the brain is a movement-image. You, your personality, is a 
movement-image. What do you have ? You are moving images. All. 


If there are different things in the world, it is because there are 
different types of movement-images, this is where we come to our 
problem. But, you like me like the pebble like the eye etc... So how do 
you want the eye to condition anything? But the image did not wait 
for the eye, since the eye is one image among others. My brain doesn't 
contain images... that makes Bergson laugh a lot... to say that my 
brain contains images. Exactly as it will make Sartre laugh so much, 
the idea that consciousness can contain something. Do you realize, say 
that the brain contains 


[112:00] pictures. But... it's an image, it's a movement-image. It 
receives vibrations, it returns vibrations. All right, between the two, 
something happens, that's the essence of an image. It converts a 
movement-image, it is a converter... it converts an action, shocks. 


You will say to me, but it is necessary something which acts. No, this 
something is an image. 


An image is... well yes, the world is made up of shocks and vibrations, 
okay, everyone knows that. We say no, it is made of atoms. No, it is 
not made of atoms. What atoms can be defined by vibrations and 
waves and all that. And the actions they undergo and the reactions 
they operate. Everything is a movement-image, there are only 
movement-images in themselves. And you are a movement-image 
among the others. What's more, each of us has several movement- 
images... but that doesn't go far, [113:00] we don't weigh much. We 
are a small movement-image among an infinity of movement-images. 


There you are, then the movement-images absolutely do not need 
either my body or my eye, since my body, my brain, my 
consciousness... all that I call all that is a movement-image, a period 
that's all. Thereupon, in this universal world of movement-images, 
that is to say of actions and reactions, how can Bergson tell us that 
something is going to stand out? 


Even more, if I went to the end of Bergsonism, to put an end to it... I 
would say, the real perceptions, it is not I who have them. Who 
perceives at this level, if I stay at this stage? What perceives are the 
movement-images. What does perception mean? Perceiving means 
only one thing: it means undergoing an action. And even, it means 
[114:00] to undergo an action and send back a reaction. This is to 
perceive. Things perceive in themselves, themselves 


same and other things. Things are perceptions. To say that they are 
movement-images and to say that they are perceptions is the same 
thing. 


Understand, because that would be a catastrophic misinterpretation... 
There was a philosopher in the past who said “to be is to be 
perceived”.14 His name was Berkeley. It has no relation, Bergson with 
Berkeley. Because Berkeley meant that things are our states of 
consciousness. Bergson means just the opposite, it is things in 
themselves that are perceptions. 


The great philosopher, Whitehead, said something to him... He had a 
word that seems to me even better than perception. He said: things 
are prehensions.15 What is a prehensile thing? A thing prehends 
[115:00] all the actions that are exerted on it. 


Well, there is no longer even a problem of pure perception. Pure 
perception is not the perception of something, it is the thing itself. It is 
in things that there is perception. The problem of deduction is: how do 
I, a special image, how do I, who was only one image among others, 
perceive and attribute perception to myself? 


We live in a world of prehensions, it is not we who prehend things, it 
is we who are one prehension among the infinity of other prehensions. 


Well... listen, you're tired! Here, I will resume from... Yes, you wanted 
to say something? 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Put on a grip... [116:00] 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Ah, completely! There, you are completely right... [The 
student continues to speak] 


There, completely. We are on point... yes? [Student continues] One 
second please... 


[Student continues] ... semiotics? [The student continues] ... If we 
can't hold on, that means that semiotics is wrong ... yes, yes ... It will 
work out, I think. [student continues] 


[117:00] Yes, I will talk about it this year about Peirce, yes, yes, yes, 
okay... [1:57:12] 
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1 Course evaluation at Vincennes took the form of U.V., units of value. 


2 Marcel L'Herbier (1888-1979), French director of the first avant- 
garde. He was also a poet, film theorist and founder of IDHEC. The 
concept of “cinemetagraph” is developed in his book La tête qui 
tourne, Belfond, Paris, 1979. 


3 “Cinemes are primordial images, non-existent visual monads, or 
almost, in reality. 


The image is born from the coordination of cinemas. (Pier Paolo 
Pasolini, The Heretical Experience. Language and Cinema, Payot, 
Paris, 1976, p.159. 


4 Creative Evolution is a philosophical work written by Henri Bergson 
published in 1907. 


5 La Pensée et le Mouvant is a book by Bergson published in 1934. It 
is a collection of 9 articles previously published between 1903 and 
1923 plus an unpublished introduction. This is the last book published 
by Bergson. 


6 Matter and Memory is a work by Bergson first published in 1896. 


7 Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Part Three. 


8 We find the formula “All consciousness is consciousness of 
something” in the second part of the Cartesian Meditations (1929) by 
Edmund Husserl. 


9 Henri Bergson, Matter and memory, p.70. 
10 M. Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of perception, p.322-323. 


11 Bergson's exact phrase (Matiére et mémoire, p.22), "Photography, if 
photography there is, is already taken, already drawn, in the very 
interior of things and for all points of space" , is quoted in The 
Movement-Image, chapter 4. 


12 Jean-Paul Sartre, The Imaginary, p.47, “II. The sign and the 
portrait”. The exact quote from Sartre: “Through photography I aim at 
Pierre in his physical individuality. The photo is no longer the 
concrete object provided to me by perception: it serves as matter for 
the image. » 


13 See Gaston Bachelard, Air and Dreams. Essay on the imagination of 
movement, (José Corti, 1943), ed. The Pocket Book, coll. Biblio 
Essays, 1992, part I, Introduction: “Imagination and mobility”: “Like 
many psychological problems, research on the imagination is troubled 
by the false light of etymology. We always want the imagination to be 
the faculty of forming images. But it is rather the faculty of deforming 
the images provided by perception, it is above all the faculty of 
freeing us from primary images, of changing images. If there is no 
change of images, unexpected union of images, there is no 
imagination, there is no imagining action. » 


14 George Berkeley (1685-1753), Irish philosopher, often classified in 
the family of Empirists. The Latin phrase “Esse est percipi aut 
percipere” sums up his defense of immaterialism. 


15 Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality (1929): “Prehension 
reproduces in itself the general characteristics of an actual occasion: it 
refers to an external world and, in this sense, we will say that it has a 
‘vector character’, it implies emotion, purpose, evaluation and cause. 
(p.19). 


